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REPLY BRIEF 

Applicant files this reply brief in response to the Examiner's answer of May 13, 2009. 
Applicant organizes this brief as to the grounds of rejection A, B, C, and D initially presented 
in Applicant's appeal brief. 

Ground of Rejection A 

The ground of rejection A is whether claims 1, 2, 10-18, 21, 23-32, 4-49 were properly 
rejected under 35 USC 1 12, first and second paragraphs. In the appeal brief, Applicant explained 
how paragraphs [0034], [0049], and [0051] of the patent application as filed provide adequate 
support for generating a PIN in response to a local PIN request without communicating with the 
claimant device. Curiously, in his answer, the Examiner simply explained how paragraph [0031] 
of the patent application as filed does not support this limitation of the invention. Regardless of 
whether the Examiner's explanation as to paragraph [0031] is correct or not, the fact of the 
matter is that paragraphs [0034], [0049], and [0051] more than adequately provide support for 
this limitation of the invention. Namely, these paragraphs describe how a user presses a button on 
a given device (i.e., the local PIN request), and responsive thereto, a PIN is generated without 
there being any communication with another device (i.e., the claimant device). Therefore, for 
these reasons as discussed in great detail in the appeal brief, Applicant requests that the rejections 
under 35 USC 1 12, first and second paragraphs, be overturned. 
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Ground of Rejection B 

The ground of rejection B is whether claims 1, 31, 48, and 49 were properly rejected 
under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Willey (2003/0065918). In the appeal brief, 
Applicant explained how in paragraphs [0038]-[0049], Willey suggests that a PIN is generated 
with communicating with the claimant device, which is in contradistinction to the claimed 
invention, which requires that a PIN is generated without communicating with the claimant 
device. In the answer, the Examiner simply asserted that paragraph [0041] of Willey suggests 
that a PIN is generated without communicating with the claimant device (see p. 6, para. 5 of 
answer). The Examiner provided absolutely no explanation in this assertion, and provided no 
explanation as to why Applicant's interpretation is incorrect (see p. 1 1 of answer). 

It is of course well settled law that that prior art rejection analysis has to "be conducted on 
a limitation by limitation basis, with specific fact findings for each contested limitation and 
satisfactory explanations for such findings" (Gechter v. Davidson, 43 USPQ2d 1030 (Fed. Cir. 
1997)). The Examiner has ignored this requirement; he has provided absolutely no explanation 
for his finding, let alone a satisfactory explanation for his finding. Indeed, the Supreme Court has 
reiterated this requirement, holding that the Examiner is required to provide "articulated 
reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of obviousness," in 
KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex, Inc., 550 US 298 (2007) (slip op. at 14). The Examiner has ignored 
this requirement as well; he has provided absolutely no articulated reasoning for his conclusion of 
obviousness, let alone reasoning that has any rational underpinning. 

The Examiner has the obligation to advance a prima facie case of obviousness, pursuant 
to the requirements stated in the previous paragraph. The Examiner has grossly failed his 
obligation in this respect. He has provided no satisfactory explanation for his findings, and has 
not provided any articulated reasoning with rational underpinning for his conclusion 
of obviousness. Just for this reason, in addition to the fact that Willey does not suggest a PIN 
is generated without communicating with a claimant device as discussed in thorough detail 
in the appeal brief, Applicant requests that the rejections of claims 1, 31, 48, and 49 under 
35 USC 103(a) be overturned. 
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Ground of Rejection C 

The ground of rejection C is whether claims 2, 10-12, 40-42, and 48-49 were properly 
rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Willey in view of Slick 
(2003/0105963). As noted in the appeal brief, claims 2, 10-12, and 40-42 are dependent claims, 
depending from independent claims 1 and 31 that were rejected over Willey alone, as discussed 
above in relation to the ground of rejection B, and therefore are patentable at least because 
they depend from patentable base independent claims. As also noted in the appeal brief, 
independent claim 48 recites similar claim language as claim 1 does, and therefore is patentable 
over Willey in view of Slick for substantially the same reasons that claim 1 is patentable over 
Willey alone; as such, claim 49 is patentable at least because it depends from a patentable base 
independent claim, claim 49. Applicant therefore requests that the rejections of claims 2, 10-12, 
40-42, and 48-49 under 35 USC 103(a) be overturned. 

Ground of Rejection D 

The ground of rejection D is whether claims 13, 15-18, 21, 23, 25-26, 28-30, 31-32, and 
45-47 were properly rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Willey in view of 
Phillips. As noted above in relation to the ground of rejection B, Willey does not suggest the 
generation of a PIN without communicating with a claimant device (and indeed suggests the 
generation of a PIN with communicating with a claimant device). In the appeal brief, Applicant 
also explained how in column 7, lines 3-18, Phillips does not suggest anything approaching the 
generation of a PIN without communicating with a claimant device. Therefore, because neither 
Willey nor Phillips suggests this claim limitation, the combination of Willey in view of Phillips 
cannot suggest this limitation of the claimed invention. Applicant thus requests that the rejections 
of claims 13, 15-18, 21, 23, 25-26, 28-30, 31-32, and 45-47 under 35 USC 103(a) be overturned 
for at least substantially the same reasons discussed above in relation to the ground of rejection B. 
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